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STATEMENT OF REASONS 

ORDER NO. 235 

ZONING COMMISSION CASE NO. 78-2 

AMENDMENTS TO THE SP DISTRICT 

Background of Zoning Revision 

In successive stages since the beginning of the 1970's the 

Zoning Commission has been embarked on a comprehensive program 

to revise the Zoning Regulations of the District of Columbia. 

The Regulations which are presently in effect were adopted in 

1958, and even though they have been amended many times over the 

years, up until the 1970fs, there was no program to review the 

Regulations on an overall comprehensive basis. . 

In the late 19601s, the Federal Department of Housing and 

Urban Development required the District of Columbia to set out a 

program for revision of the Zoning Regulations as a prerequsite 

to the approval of more federal grant funds for the District. The 

Zoning Commission hired a consultant to prepare a program for 

revision of the Regulations, and began the process which has led to 

the present. Working in conjunction with District offices and 

departments, the Zoning Commission began to identify and review 

major problem areas of the Regulations. Consequently, in 1970, 
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the Commission adopted major changes to the R-5-A and other 

similar residential districts, to assure that new developments 

in that district could be adequately served by available public 

services and that the quality of such development would provide 

proper living environments for the future residents. 

In 1974, the Commission again acted to make major changes in 

the Regulations. After several years of staff work, and many hours 

of public hearings, the Commission adopted two new zone districts, 

the Waterfront and Mixed Use Districts, and the Sectional Develop- 

ment Plan process. All these changes were made to fill gaps in the 

Regulations caused by changing conditions in the District of Colum- 

bia since the original adoption of the Regulations in 1958. 

Current Revision Proposals 

In 1977, the Commission returned to the matter of Zoning 

Revision to deal with those problems which had been identified in 

zoning cases and planning studies as requiring attention. The 

Municipal Planning Office, which serves as the technical staff to 

the Zoning Commission and is also the agency designated by the Mayor 

in accordance with the Home Rule Act to do local comprehensive plan- 

ning for the District, came upon these deficiencies in the Regula- 

tions as a result of local area planning studies which the office 

had undertaken. As set forth in a report to the Zoning Commission 

dated November 10, 1977, and presented to the Commission in a meeting 

held on November 10 and 11, 1977, the MPO reported the following: 

Takoma: The Municipal Planning Office has 
been asked to submit the Takorna Plan to the 
Zoning Commission and secure its adoption. 
That plan is a product of a community review 
process MPO facilitated. 



Essentially, the zoning elements of the plan 
call for the adoption by the Zoning Commission 
of a series of "special" commercial zones with 
somewhat lower densities and height allowances 
than in existing mapped zones. That would be a 
text case. These new zones would be applied to 
the Takoma map in accordance with the plan as a 
map case. A bonus system with site plan review, 
including a provision for additional density close 
to the Metro stop, would be part of the text case. 
The plan itself is now receiving agency review. 

Tenley Circle. A joint citizen-business - insti- 
tution communitv action qroup is completinq the 
Sectional ~evelb~ment plan fbr ~enle; ~ircie. The 
recommendations are similar,but not identical to 
those outlined for Takoma as far as zoning and map- 
ping are concerned. We have received an economic 
study that appears to support the zoning approach. 
A companion traffic study report is being drafted. 
At that point, a final draft sectional development 
plan will be prepared for submission to the Commis- 
sion. To carry out the plan as now projected, both 
text and map cases will be required. - 
Dupont Circle. Staff work is in progress in accor- 
dance with Zoning Commission instructions. We will 
provide a report on that work before the end of the 
year in accordance with our commitment to the Com- 
mission. Meanwhile, I would note the community has 
made certain zoning text revision recommendations 
to meet Dupont needs (Case R76-23) that are similar 
in approach but not identical to the Takoma and 
Tenley proposals. Dupont also calls for adoption 
of a new two-level SP zone. The Dupont Map Case 
(76-24) calls for application of the proposed new 
zones to an extensive area in the vicinity of Dupont 
Circle. 

Adams-Morgan. At the request of the Zoning Commis- 
sion, we are engaged in the community assessment of 
an initial eight applications for map amendments 
filed by property owners earlier this year. (Cases 
No. 77-5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 77-10, 11, and 13). Additional 
cases have sihce been filed. Both text and map amend- 
ments would be required by a numberofthe applica- 
tions, although only m a m a  were filed. Three 
community forums have been held respectively on 
October 12, 16, and 27 at which planning and zoning 
issues were discussed by specific study areas. 



A briefing paper on zoning in Spanish and English, 
a report on the results of field surveys in the area 
and a listing of community concerns and alternatives 
have been prepared and circulated. At Adams-Morgan, 
there are issues about the application of existing 
commercial zones and localized map problems related 
to the industrial zones. There is also a need to 
evaluate the applicability of the CR zone to parts 
of Adams-Morgan, altering the CR zone text to permit 
its use outside of sectional development plan areas. 

Ward 7 and 8 Cases. We see the same intense interest 
in zoning issues in the East Washington Railway case 
in Ward 7 (Case Er'o. 77-33) , and in ward 8 in the 
Wilburn (Cases No. 77-18, 19 and 20) and the Wheeler 
Road (Case No. 77-1) cases. The Railway case is unique. 
Interest in the Ward 8 cases have focussed on the lack 
of a site plan review process to deal with their con- 
cerns about the kind and level of development that 
should occur. It should be noted that there is strong 
support in many areas for a site plan review process 
that responds promptly and enables the Commission to 
address community concerns. We see such a process 
coupled with a bonus system as an additional zoning 
tool to meet community and City objectives. To achieve 
a bonus system, matter-of-right zoning may need to be 
reduced in some cases. Text changes would be required. - 

As is evident, the common thread running through these 

areas, and applicable to other areas as well, is the need to 

make changes in the text of the Zoning Regulations. These changes 

would focus on the city-wide implications of amending the text 

as a primary consideration, and leave resolution of the Zoning 

Map issues presented to a later time. 

In its presentation, the Municipal Planning Office recommended 

that the Zoning Commission establish an extraordinary hearing 

proceeding to consider the major text revisions which arose from 

the various planning studies. 

issues to be considered: 

* 

The MPO identified the following 

Revision of FAR and height allow- 
ances in the affected commercial 
zones to create in some zones a 
three level structure, (a) a lower 
than at present matter-of-right level, 



(b)A bonus level up to present matter- 
of-rights and densities to achieve 
City's historic preservation, urban 
design and other objectives and, (c) 
a special bonus level in the immediate 
vicinity of certain Metro stops. There 
would need be a provision to assure that 
existing structures not become nonconform- 
ing. 

* Establishment of a simplified Article 75 
site plan review process to deal with bonus 
and Metro station issues. In effect, it 
would provide that the Zoning Commission 
establish standards to review site plans. 
It is our thought that such reviews would 
occur before the BZA. 

* Encouragement of mixed uses in commercial 
areas by elimination of the present resi- 
dential penalty in commercial zones. This 
is dealt with in the PADC case. 

Requirement for BZA review of commercial 
office buildings over a minimum level in in- 
dustrial zones. This would serve to encou- 
rage the elimination of inappropriate indus- 
trial zones in some areas. 

* Establishment of additional SP and CR 
zones at lower height and density levels to 
allow for the more flexible application of 
these zone districts and to solve some 
problems identified in some of the map cases. 

At the same time as the MPO was identifying the problem areas 

discussed above, the residents of the Dupont Circle area were peti- 

tioning the Zoning Commission to make changes in the Zoning Regula- 

tions and Maps as they applied to that area of the city. The 

Dupont Coalition, which includes Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2B, 

the Dupont Circle Citizens Association, the North Dupont Comnunity 

Association and other citizen groups in the area, had prepared a plan 

for the area and in 1976 filed petitions for specific map and text 

changes, which were assigned case numbers 76-24 and 76-23, respect- 

ively. The Coalition was actively pressuring the Zoning Commission 



to set hearings on those specific proposals as well. To deter- 

mine a specific course of action, the Commission held a special 

public meeting on December 15, 1977, and invited all interested 

persons and groups to appear before the Commission and present 

their views on the proposals suggested by the Municipal Planning 

Office. At that meeting, the Commission heard comments from several 

members of the City Council, from representative of the Dupont, 

Takoma, Adams-Morgan and other areas, from the Board of Trade, the 

National Capital Planning Association and other individual citizens. 

After several hours of discussion, the Commission determined that 

it would go forward to schedule hearings on the general revision of 

all the commercial, special purpose and mixed use districts, and 

other related issues. For purpose of administration, these proposals 

were separated into two cases by the staff. Case No. 78-1 was 

assigned to the revision of all of the commercial districts and the 

Planned Unit Development process. Case No. 78-2 was assigned to the 

revision of the special purpose and mixed use districts, as well as 

the general inquiry into the treatment of hotels. This statement 

of reasons deals only with Case 78-2, and only with that portion of 

the case related to the SP District. 

Legislative Background 

The Self-Government and Governmental Reorganization Act (PL 

93-108) modified both the Act relating to the National Capital Park 

and Planning Commission (PL 68-202, June 6, 1924, as amended) and 

the Zoning Acts (PL 66-153, March 1, 1920, as amended; PL 75-684, 

June 20, 1938, as amended) to provide for a relationship between 

planning and zoning under self-government. 



In Section 492 of that Act, which is part of the Home 

Rule Charter for the District of Columbia, the Act provided that: 

"The Zoning Commission shall exercise all the 

power and perform all the duties with respect 

to zoning in the District as provided by law". 

That Section also stated that: 

"Zoning maps and regulations, and amendments 

thereto, shall not be inconsistent with the 

comprehensive plan for the National Capital". 

The same Section also provided that proposed actions of the 

District of Columbia Zoning Commission are to be submitted to the 

National Capital Planning Commission for its review and comment. 

Section 203 of the same Act designates the Mayor as the 

"Central Planning Agency for the District Government" and estab- 

lishes the National Capital Planning Commission as the "Central 

Federal Planning Agency". (The Mayor has delegated his function 

to the D.C. Municipal Planning Office). 
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Development of the SP District 

Before 1958, development in Washington was guided by Zoning 

Regulations which consisted of three separate sets of require- 

ments for use, height and area. Although the regulations were 

combined in a single text, three separate sets of maps were needed: 

one set each for use, height and area. The city was divided into 

four general use districts: residential, first commercial, second 

commercial and industrial. The four height districts generally had 

40, 60, 90 and 110 foot height limits, and the area restrictions 

defined the yard, court and lot occupancy requirements. 

One major problem with these regulations was that they did 

not reflect existing or projected land uses. Another was that the 

regulations were unnecessarily complicated and difficult to 

administer. Since their adoption in 1920, approximately 2,000 

amendments had been made to both zoning text and maps. 

Harold M. Lewis, a Planning Consultant from New York, was 

hired to revise the Zoning Regulations and the maps. There was 

general agreement that a single set of districts to regulate use, 

height and bulk should be developed. The preliminary draft of the 

Proposed Revised Zoning Regulations provided for 16 principal types 

of districts, three of which were transition districts. The tran- 

sition zones were viewed as a useful district to cover areas in 

which many special exceptions had developed and which, therefore, 

contained a mix of uses. In such districts, existing exceptions 

could be treated as a matter of right. The notes on the Transition 

Districts indicate that they were intended to be buffer districts 

between commercial or manufacturing and residential districts. 



In the final report, transition districts were eliminated 

in favor of Special Purpose districts. SP-1 (Mixed Occupancy) 

and SP-2 (Peripheral Parking, Conversion and Mixed Occupancy) 

replaced the T-2 and T-3 districts. SP-1 was to be used in 

areas where residential, commercial and semi-commercial co- 

existed. The SP-1 District was designed to preserve such areas 

essentially as they were. 

However, based on interviews, it would appear that the 

major intent was to preserve the mix of uses not necessarily 

existing buildings. Conversions of existing buildings to apart- 

ments and offices was permitted, but to office use only with 

Board of Zoning approval. Proposed maximum height was 45 feet 

and FAR 2.0. 

The major purpose of the proposed SP-2 district was "to 

encourage the development of parking facilities, while allowing 

conversion of existing residences to Central Business District 

supporting uses . . ." This district was to be mapped on the 
periphery of the business district and parking was to be 

encouraged within it. Maximum permitted height proposed was 90 

feet and FAR 3.0. An additional 1.0 FAR was proposed for 

above ground parking, permitting a total FAR of 4.0. 

Although the Lewis Plan stressed the importance of provision 

of parking facilities in encouraging downtown development, local 

opposition prevented adoption of a parking requirement in the 



C-4 zone. It appears that the emphasis on the SP-2 zone as a 

peripheral parking area was a result of the opposition to the 

C-4 parking requirements and the proposed inner loop expressway. 

The Lewis Plan proposed that SP-1 be mapped west of the 

commercial zone on Connecticut Avenue between New Hampshire 

and Florida Avenues and east of Connecticut Avenue between P 

and R Streets. Both sides of N Street between 17th and 18th 

were also proposed as SP-1, as were several other small 

scattered areas. SP-2 was to be mapped along Yassachusetts 

Avenue from just east of Mount Vernon Square to Dupont Circle 

and in a large area east of Mount Vernon Square from D to L 

Streets, including Judiciary Square. These areas border the 

Central Business District and were therefore suitable for SP 

zoning. In addition, it was felt that SP was an appropriate 

zone for the area around historic Judiciary Square since it 

would protect the area from commercial uses and since it was a 

logical location for professional, especially lawyer's, offices. 

Sixteenth Street from the White House to R Street was pro- 

posed as SP-2 largely because of its symbolic importance in the 

L'Enfant Plan, since it is the major approach to the Executive 

Mansion. But, 16th Street had symbolic importance because it 

had been designated as a Memorial 'Street in remembrance of 

those killed in World War I. A large area of Foggy Botton 

between 23rd Street and the Potomac south of Washington Circle 

was proposed as SP-2. Another large area was proposed south of 

Independence Avenue between Virginia Avenue and 12th Street and 



areas adjacent to Washington Channel and west of the White House 

were also proposed as SP Districts. 

The Zoning Advisory Council, commenting on the revisions in 

a report dated C4ay 27, 1957 before the public hearings, felt that 

there was little justification for the proposed SP-1 zone. It 

recommended that much of it be included in the proposed SP-2 zones 

and the rest classifed to conform to the surrounding districts. 

They also felt that additional FAR would be needed to induce 

residential construction. 

Although during the hearings on the Lewis Proposals, there 

was some discussion of the SP-1 as an appropriate zone to 

encourage use and, therefore, preservation of the large residen- 

tial buildings, particularly along Massachusetts Avenue the 

Zoning Advisory Council felt that there was insufficient justi- 

fication for creation of the SP-1 zone. But the Council felt 

that SP-2 was a valid district to accommodate uses compatible 

with those in residential and commercial neighborhoods. The 

Council's final recommendation was that the proposed SP-2 zone 

be adopted as SP-1 and that this zone be mapped generally on the 

periphery of the business district. The Council recommended that 

those areas of the proposed SP-1 which were not suitable for SP-2 

designation be absorbed into the adjoining districts. 

The SP district was adopted. It was an innovation of the 

1958 regulations and one of three zones adopted as "ancillary 

areas" to the central business district. The other two were 



R-5-D (high density residential) and C-3-B (major employment 

center). An article accompanying the official text in the 

Evening Star of May 10, 1958 stated that "high degrees of con- 

trol were imposed to keep undesirable uses out of it in the 

hope of attracting very high class office buildings and apart- 

ments and hotels . . ." The adopted SP district had a maximum 
height of 90' and a floor area ratio of 5.0 for apartment 

houses and 5.5 for any other structure. It was felt that the 

3.0 FAR proposed by Lewis was too low for both office and resi- 

dential use. At that time, the FAR for a residential use in a 

C-3-B zone was limited to 4.5, thus favoring commercial develop- 

ment which had an FAR of 6.5. It was felt that by raising the 

FAR for residential to 5.0, the same as the adopted R-5-D zone, 

apartment construction would be encouraged in the SP zone. The 

text states that controlled parking facilities are to be 

encouraged, but did not include an extra 1.0 FAR for them as 

proposed by Lewis. 

The areas mapped SP were not as extensive as those proposed 

by Lewis and except for two areas behind the Capitol, they were 

confined to the borders of the central business district in the 

northwest quadrant of the city. 

SP zones were mapped around Judiciary Square and along 16th 

Street and Massachusetts Avenue as proposed in the Lewis Plan, 

although their size was reduced substantially. 



Several areas in Foggy Botton proposed by Lewis as SP 

zones were also adopted. Those areas along Constitution and 

west of the White House on.17th Street were zoned SP to permit 

use by non-profit organizations, many of which were already 

there in an area that is otherwise surrounded by Federal office 

use. In the area just north of Virginia Avenue between 19th 

and 22nd Streets, SP appears to have been proposed largely to 

permit some office use next to the Federal offices and to act 

as a buffer between a concentration of Federal offices and a 

residential neighborhood. The area adjacent to the Potomac 

was zoned SP because it was regarded as peripheral to the 

business district; there was a mix of uses there and a mix of 

uses was proposed for its redevelopment. Most of the area 

zoned SP in 1958 is now occupied by Kennedy Center and Columbia 

Plaza, a mixed use urgan renewal project. 

Proposals for SP Revision 

The Commission advertised public hearings to be held on 

May 1, 8, and 15, 1978 to consider the 78-2 case. Due to 

rescheduling and adjournments, the hearings were actually held 

on Yay 8 and Clay 22, 1978. These hearings were advertised in 

the D.C. Register on March 31, 1978 and in the Washington Star 

and the Washington Post on March 30, 1978. 



The hea r ings  were s p e c i f i c a l l y  designed t o  cons ider  a l l  

f a c e t s  of t h e  SP D i s t r i c t  a s  it then  e x i s t e d .  The n o t i c e  f o r  t h e  

hea r ing  s p e c i f i c a l l y  s t a t e s  a t  t h e  beginning:  

The Zoning Commission i s  holding t h e s e  p u b l i c  hea r ings  

t o  cons ider  p roposa l s  t o  g e n e r a l l y  r e v i s e  and amend 

t h e  S p e c i a l  Purpose and Mixed U s e  D i s t r i c t s ,  and t o  

exp lo re  amendments t o  t h e  Regulat ions  r ega rd ing  t h e  

t r ea tmen t  of  h o t e l s  i n  r e s i d e n t i a l ,  s p e c i a l  purpose,  

w a t e r f r o n t  and mixed use  d i s t r i c t s .  The purpose of 

t h e s e  hea r ings  i s  t o  cons ide r  i n  g e n e r a l  t h e  SP and 

CR D i s t r i c t s .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  s p e c i f i c  changes 

proposed he re in ,  t h e  Commission w i l l  a l s o  r e c e i v e  

tes t imony from t h e  p u b l i c  on o t h e r  p o s s i b l e  changes 

i n  t hose  d i s t r i c t s ,  i nc lud ing  b u t  n o t  l i m i t e d  t o  o t h e r  

changes i n  use ,  h e i g h t  and d e n s i t y .  

The Commission t h e r e f o r e  proposed t h a t  a l l  s u b j e c t s  r e l e v a n t  

t o  t h e  SP D i s t r i c t  could come up f o r  d i s cus s ion .  

The s p e c i f i c  amendments t o  t h e  SP Distr ic t  a s  proposed 

i n  t h e  n o t i c e  inc luded  one set of p roposa l s  by t h e  Municipal 

Planning Of f i ce  and two a l t e r n a t i v e  p roposa l s  p re sen ted  by t h e  

Dupont C o a l i t i o n .  The s p e c i f i c  changes proposed by t h e  Municipal 

Planning O f f i c e  from t h e  SP District  a s  it then  e x i s t e d  inc luded  

t h e  fol lowing:  

1. S p l i t  of t h e  SP D i s t r i c t  i n t o  an SP-1 and SP-2 Districts. 

2.  L imi ta t ion  on park ing  l o t s  t o  s h o r t  term u s e r s  and t o  

d i scourage  commuter parking.  



Addi t iona l  s t anda rds  governing c o n s t r u c t i o n  of new 

o f f i c e  bu i ld ings .  

E l imina t ion  of  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between k inds  of  o f f i c e  

u ses  t o  a l l ow gene ra l  o f f i c e  u s e s ,  

E s t a b l i s h  a  h e i g h t  l i m i t  of  65 f e e t  f o r  t h e  SP-1 

D i s t r i c t .  

E s t a b l i s h  a  f l o o r  a r e a  r a t i o  l i m i t  f o r  t h e  SP-1 

rmstrict of  2 .5 ,  n o t  more than  2.0 of  which could be 

f o r  non - re s iden t i a l  purposes.  

E s t a b l i s h  a  f l o o r  a r e a  r a t i o  l i m i t  f o r  t h e  SP-2 

D i s t r i c t  of  5.5, n o t  more than  4.0 o f  which may be 

used f o r  o t h e r  t han  r e s i d e n t i a l  purposes.  

E l imina te  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  on l o t  occupancy and r e p l a c e  

it wi th  a  requirement  f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  open space.  

Equa l ize  t h e  r e a r  yard requirements  f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  

and commercial s t r u c t u r e s .  

Equal ize  t h e  s i d e  yard requirements  f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  and 

commercial s t r u c t u r e s .  

Equal ize  t h e  c o u r t  requirements  f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  and 

commercial s t r u c t u r e s .  

E s t a b l i s h  s t anda rds  f o r  a  bonus review p roces s ,  t o  

g r a n t  e x t r a  h e i g h t  and/or f l o o r  a r e a  i n  r e t u r n  f o r  

amen i t i e s  provided t o  t h e  c i t y .  

E s t a b l i s h  p r e f e r r e d  t r ea tmen t  f o r  e x i s t i n g  uses  and 

s t r u c t u r e s  t o  p reven t  them from being non-conforming, 

a s  was done f o r  commercial d i s t k i c t s  i n  A r t i c l e  54. 

The f i r s t  a l t e r n a t i v e  proposed by t h e  Dupont C o a l i t i o n  



recommended t h e  following s p e c i f i c  changes: 

1. S p l i t  of t h e  SP D i s t r i c t  i n t o  a  SP-1 and SP-2 

D i s t r i c t .  

2 .  Limitat ion of non-res ident ia l  uses  i n  t h e  SP-1 

D i s t r i c t  t o  bu i ld ings  cons t ruc ted  p r i o r  t o  1910. 

3. Proh ib i t ion  of parking l o t s  when c u r r e n t  approvals 

expi re .  

4 .  Es t ab l i sh  a  he igh t  l i m i t  of 60 f e e t  f o r  t h e  SP-1 

District .  

5. E s t a b l i s h  a  f l o o r  a r e a  r a t i o  l i m i t  of 3.5 f o r  t h e  SP-1 

District .  

6.  Es tab l i sh  a  l o t  occupancy l i m i t  of 75 percent  f o r  t h e  

SP-1 D i s t r i c t .  

7. E s t a b l i s h  a  c o u r t  requirement f o r  t h e  SP-1 D i s t r i c t .  

8. Es tab l i sh  a  parking requirement f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  uses  

i n  t h e  SP-1 D i s t r i c t .  

9 .  Designate e x i s t i n g  SP a s  SP-2. 

The second a l t e r n a t i v e  proposed by t h e  Dupont Coa l i t ion  

recommended t h e  fol lowing s p e c i f i c  changes: 

1. S p l i t  of t h e  SP D i s t r i c t  i n t o  SP-1 and SP-2 Districts.  

2. Require non-res ident ia l  uses ,  inc luding  o f f i c e s ,  schools  

and h o t e l s  t o  have BZ A approval and a l low them only  i n  

e x i s t i n g  bui ld ings .  

3. E s t a b l i s h  a  he ight  l i m i t  of 60 f e e t  f o r  t h e  SP- 1 

Distr ic t .  

4 .  E s t a b l i s h  a  f l o o r  a rea  r a t i o  l i m i t  of 3.5 f o r  t h e  SP-1 

D i s t r i c t .  
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5. E s t a b l i s h  a  l o t  occupancy l i m i t  of 75 p e r  c e n t  f o r  

t h e  SP-1 D i s t r i c t .  

6 .  E s t a b l i s h  a  parking requirement  f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  u s e s  

i n  t h e  SP-1 D i s t r i c t .  

7. E s t a b l i s h  a  c o u r t  requirement  f o r  t h e  SP-1 Distr ict .  

8. Designate e x i s t i n g  SP a s  SP-2. 

The Commission heard e x t e n s i v e  tes t imony a t  t h e  hea r ings ,  

and a l s o  r ece ived  a d d i t i o n a l  in format ion  i n  t h e  r eco rd  concerning 

t h e  SP D i s t r i c t .  From t h e  weight of t h e  evidence be fo re  it, t h e  

Commission b e l i e v e s  t h a t  it i s  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  c r e a t e  t w o  c a t e g o r i e s  

of  SP Distr icts ,  one a t  t h e  b a s i c  h e i g h t  and d e n s i t y  now pe rmi t t ed ,  

and one a t  a  lower he igh t  and dens i ty .  



The Commission b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  d i v i s i o n  of t h e  e x i s t i n g  SP 

D i s t r i c t  is a l o g i c a l  s tep based on t h e  reasonable  expec t a t i ons  

f o r  l o c a t i o n  of t h e  SP  D i s t r i c t .  The Commission b e l i e v e s  t h a t  

w i t h i n  those  l o c a t i o n s  c u r r e n t l y  des igna ted  SP, t h e r e  a r e  a r e a s  

which more p r o p e r l y  should b e  s u b j e c t  t o  a lower h e i g h t  and 

d e n s i t y .  There a r e  a l s o  a r e a s  which a r e  no t  now zoned SP some 

o f  which a r e  no t  even a d j a c e n t  t o  e x i s t i n g  SP zoned a r e a s ,  which 

may b e  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  t h e  k ind  o f  t r a n s i t i o n a l  f u n c t i o n s  which 

t h e  SP zone is designed t o  s e rve .  The i s s u e  of how and where t o  

map a d d i t i o n a l  SP  a r e a s  is not  addressed i n  t h i s  ca se ,  and would 

r e o u i r e  a d d i t i o n a l  n o t i c e  and hea r ing .  

Goals of t h e  Revised SP D i s t r i c t  

The SP D i s t r i c t s  a s  r e v i s e d  a r edes igned  t o  ach ieve  the  fo l lowing  

major goa l s :  

1. provide a t r a n s i t i o n  between commercial and R e s i d e n t i a l  

a r e a s .  There a r e  many a r e a s  of t h e  D i s t r i c t  of  Columbia where 

r e s i d e n t i a l  and commercial u s e s  which a d j o i n  each o t h e r  need t o  

b e  s epa ra t ed  by same k ind  of b u f f e r  o r  t r a n s i t i o n .  Th i s  recognizes  

t h e  concept expressed i n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  Lewis s t u d i e s  and a l s o  

accep t s  one of t h e  more common p lanning  t h e o r i e s .  The b u f f e r  

o r  t r a n s i t i o n  can be accomplished i n  many ways, depending upon 

t h e  c i rcumstances .  One o f  t h e  ways t o  provide t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  i s  



t o  e s t a b l i s h  a  d i s t r i c t  which c o n t a i n s  a  mix of t h e  k i n d s  of u s e s  

permi t ted  i n  b o t h  a r e a s  which i t  a d j o i n s ,  a t  an  i n t e rmed ia t e  

l e v e l  of h e i g h t  and/or dens i ty .  The SP-2 D i s t r i c t  c l e a r l y  can 

provide  f o r  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  around t h e  c e n t r a l  b u s i n e s s  d i s t r i c t  

zones, where h e i g h t  ranges  up t o  130 f e e t  and f l o o r  a r e a  r a t i o s  

a r e  a s  h i g h  a s  10.0. Where t h e  o p p o s i t e  s i d e  of t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  

i s  zoned f o r  h i g h  d e n s i t y  r e s i d e n t i a l  u s e s ,  t h e  SP-2 D i s t r i c t  

c l e a r l y  can se rve  a s  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n .  Where moderate d e n s i t y  

r e s i d e n t i a l  u s e s  surround t h e  c e n t r a l  b u s i n e s s  d i s t r i c t ,  t h e  

SP-1 o r  SP-2 may be approp r i a t e .  Adjacent  t o  commercial a r e a s  

o u t s i d e  o f  downtown, SP-1 can b e  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  necessary  t o  

s e p a r a t e  and p r o t e c t  d i f f e r e n t  k inds  o f  u se s .  

2 .  Provide f o r  Mixed U s e s .  A s  r e f e r r e d  t o  above, t h e  i d e a l  

t r a n s i t i o n  zone would seek t o  meld t h e  var ious  k i n d s  of u s e s  

permi t ted  i n  t h e  a d j o i n i n g  a r e a s  which a r e  compatible w i th  each 

o t h e r .  To t h i s  e x t e n t ,  bo th  of t h e  SP D i s t r i c t s  permit  the 

same u s e s ;  t h a t  i s ,  r e s i d e n t i a l  u se s ,  l i m i t e d  type  o f f i c e  u ses ,  

and va r ious  k inds  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  u s e s  a r e  permi t ted ,  some w i t h  

BZA approval .  I n  o rde r  t o  encourage t h e  m i x  and provide  f o r  

r e s i d e n t i a l  u s e  t o  be  cons t ruc t ed ,  h ighe r  f l o o r  a r e a  r a t i o s  a r e  

ass igned t o  r e s i d e n t i a l  u s e s  i n  bo th  d i s t r i c t .  



3 .  Encouraqe r e s i d e n t i a l  uses .  One of t h e  main t h r u s t s  of  t h e  

78-2 c a s e ,  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  r e v i s i o n s  of t h e  Commercial D i s t r i c t s  

under c o n s i d e r a t i o n  i n  Case No. 78-1, is t o  encourage develop- 

ment o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  u s e s  i n  a l l  a r e a s  of  t h e  D i s t r i c t  of  

Columbia. The Commission h a s  a l r e a d y  adopted changes i n  t h e  

C-3, C-4 and C-5 Disticts, t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  l e v e l  of  r e s i d e n t i a l  

development permi t ted .  I n  some of those  D i s t r i c t s ,  t h e  Commission 

a l s o  reduced t h e  l e v e l  o f  commercial development s o  a s  t o  provide 

more f avo rab le  i n c e n t i v e s  f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  use .  I n  t h e  SP D i s t r i c t s ,  

t h e  Commission e s t a b l i s h e d  h i g h e r  l e v e l s  of  d e n s i t y  permissab le  

f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  u se s ,  and e l imina t ed  o t h e r  p e n a l t i e s  a s s o c i a t e d  

wi th  r e s i d e n t i a l  u se ,  t o  make new r e s i d e n t i a l  development a s  

a t t r a c t i v e  o r  more a t t r a c t i v e  than new non- re s iden t i a l  development. 

Such r e s i d e n t i a l  u s e s  u l t i m a t e l y  s e rve  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  v i t a l i t y  

of  surrounding commercial u s e s ,  by providing more p o t e n t i a l  

customers f o r  s t o r e s ,  t h e a t e r s ,  o f f i c e s  and s e r v i c e s .  

4.  P r o t e c t  a d j o i n i n q  neiqhborhoods, p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  res iden-  

t i a l  neiqhborhoods. S ince  t h e  SP  D i s t r i c t  w i l l  c o n t a i n  u ses  which 

a r e  no t  r e s i d e n t i a l  u se s ,  t h e  D i s t r i c t  ha s  been designed t o  

r e a u i r e  t h a t  those  u s e s  which a r e  p o t e n t i a l l y  harmful  t o  res iden-  

t i a l  u s e s  must b e  reviewed by t h e  Board of Zoning Adjustment b e f o r e  



they may be permi t ted .  T h i s  p r o t e c t i o n  i s  a l s o  designed t o  provide 

an adeaua te  l i v i n g  environment f o r  t h e  r e s i d e n t i a l  u s e s  loca ted  

w i t h i n  t h e  SP  D i s t r i c t .  

5. Preserve b u i l d i n q s  and d i s t r i c t  of  h i s t o r i c  o r  a r c h i t e c -  

t u r a l  mer i t .  A s  p r e s e n t l y  mapped, much of  t h e  a r e a  zoned SP 

i s  loca t ed  i n  a r e a s  which e i t h e r  have been des igna ted  a s  h f s t o r i c  

d i s t r i c t s  o r  a r e  a d j a c e n t  t o  such a reas .  S u b s t a n t i a l  p o r t i o n s  

of t h e  Massachusetts  Avenue, Dupont C i r c l e  and 16 th  S t r e e t  H i s t o r i c  

D i s t r i c t s  a r e  now zoned SP, and t h e  a r e a  surrounding t h e  J u d i c i a r y  

Sauare  is a l s o  zoned SP. The r e g u l a t i o n s  have been designed t o  

g i v e  t h e  g r e a t e s t  degree  of  p r o t e c t i o n  t o  t h e s e  h i s t o r i c  d i s t r i c t s ,  

t o  r e u u i r e  t he  Board of  Zoning Adjustment t o  cons ide r  h i s t o r i c  

p r e s e r v a t i o n  a s  an in f luence  on i t s  d e c i s i o n ,  and by  proper  

mapping o f  t h e  D i s t r i c t ,  t o  c r e a t e  i n c e n t i v e s  t o  p r i v a t e  r euse  of  

h i s t o r i c  b u i l d i n g s .  

6.  S e t  a  reasonable  parkinq po l icy .  The e x i s t i n g  SP regula-  

t i o n s  permi t ted  pa rk ing  l o t s  and garages  w i th  approval  of t h e  

Board o f  Zoning Adjustment, c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t he  o r i g i n a l  i n t e n t  

of t h e  D i s t r i c t  t o  provide park ing  a s  a suppor t ing  use  f o r  t h e  

downtown a r e a .  This  has  r e s u l t e d  i n  l a r g e  a r e a s  p r e s e n t l y  zoned 

SP devoted t o  park ing  u s e s  throughout t h e  SP D i s t r i c t .  A s  a  



r e s u l t ,  some l o c a l i z e d  a r e a s  became s a t u r a t e d  w i t h  parking.  

The r e g u l a t i o n s  a s  proposed s e v e r e l y  c u t  back on a l lowing  s u r f a c e  

park ing  l o t s ,  which a r e  a e s t h e t i c a l l y  unappeal ing and r e p r e s e n t  

a  ve ry  low i n t e n s i t y  of  land use  i n  a  d i s t r i c t  where h igh  d e n s i t y  

u s e s  a r e  permi t ted .  The r e g u l a t i o n s  do however a l l ow f o r  cont inued 

c o n s t r u c t i o n  of  park ing  garages ,  provided t h a t  adeauate  sa feguards  

a r e  b u i l t  i n .  

7. Achieve t h e  D i s t r i c t ' s  qoa l s  on land  use ,  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  

housinq,  environment and h i s t o r i c  p re se rva t ion .  The Mayor h a s  

submit ted t o  t h e  C i t y  Council  a s  p a r t  of  t h e  comprehensive p lanning  

process ,  a  d r a f t  " B i l l  t o  E s t a b l i s h  Goals and P o l i c i e s  f o r  t h e  

D i s t r i c t  of  Columbia" proposed a s  t he  f i r s t  D i s t r i c t  e lement of  

t h e  Comprehensive Plan f o r  t h e  Nat iona l  C a p i t a l .  The Counci l  

gave i ts  f i r s t  approva l  t o  t h e  b i l l  on J u l y  2 5 ,  1978. Many of 

t h e  g o a l s  and p o l i c i e s  a r e  r e l e v e n t  t o  t h e  Commission's r e v i s i o n  

o f  the Regula t ions ,  and s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  t he  r e v i s i o n s  made t o  

t h e  SP D i s t r i c t .  Attached h e r e t o  and made a  p a r t  hereof  a r e  

r e l e v a n t  e x c e r p t s  from t h e  Goals and P o l i c i e s  element. S p e c i f i -  

c a l l y ,  t he  g o a l s  and p o l i c i e s  adopted b y  t h e  Counci l  i nc lude  t h e  

fol lowing:  

Sec. 302(A) To promote e f f i c i e n t  and inc reased  use  of  p u b l i c  

t r a n s i t  and reduced automobile emiss ions  and use  throughout 

t h e  c i t y .  



Sec. 302(B) To promote land uses  t h a t  reduce t h e  need f o r  

veh icu l a r  t r i p s .  

Sec. 452(C) To promote t h e  cont inued i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  preserva-  

t i o n  and u s e  of  c u l t u r a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  p r e h i s t o r i c  and 

h i s t o r i c  d i s t r i c t s ,  s i t e s ,  b u i l d i n g s ,  s t r u c t u r e s  and 

o b j e c t s .  

Sec. 602(B) To promote maintenance,  conse rva t ion  and improve- 

ment o f  t h e  C i t y ' s  e x i s t i n g  housing i n  a manner suppor t ing  

s o c i a l  and economic d i v e r s i t y  w i t h i n  neighborhbods. 

Sec. 702(A) To promote the  conse rva t ion  and improvement of  

r e s i d e n t i a l  neighborhoods f o r  housing and o t h e r  r e s i d e n t i a l l y  

r e l a t e d  u s e s .  

Sec. 702(H) To provide t h e  development, a p p l i c a t i o n  and enforce-  

ment of  adequate  land u s e  c o n t r o l s  t h a t  r e i n f o r c e  and 

h e l p  c a r r y  o u t  o t h e r  land u s e  p o l i c i e s .  

Sec. 802(C) To promote park ing  f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  suppor t  and 

complement t h e  community a c t i v i t i e s  of  t he  C i t y  w i t h  

minimum u n d e s i r a b l e  impacts on a d j a c e n t  a reas .  

The f u r t h e r  exp lana t ion  of t h e s e  g o a l s  and p o l i c i e s ,  a s  set o u t  i n  

t h e  a t tachment ,  f u r t h e r  r e i n f o r c e s  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  of t h e  Commission 

i n  r e v i s i n g  t h e  SP D i s t r i c t s .  



S p e c i f i c  Regula t ions  Adopted 

I n  o r d e r  t o  ach ieve  t h e  b a s i c  g o a l s  o u t l i n e d  above, t h e  

Commission h a s  adopted s p e c i f i c  Regula t ions ,  s p e c i f i n g  t h e  a p p l i c a b l e  

requirements  f o r  t h e  two SP D i s t r i c t s .  These requirement  a r e  

g e n e r a l l y  a s  fol lows:  

1. Use. R e s i d e n t i a l  u s e s ,  i nc lud ing  a lmost  a l l  u s e s  permi t ted  

i n  R-5 D i s t r i c t s ,  a r e  permi t ted  a s  a  mat te r -of - r igh t .  I n  

a d d i t i o n ,  p r i v a t e  s choo l s ,  community c e n t e r s ,  r e l i g i o u s  

r ead ing  rooms, a r t i s t  s t u d i o s  and t i c k e t  o f f i c e s  a r e  

pe rmi t t ed  a s  a  mat te r -of - r igh t .  Other  non- re s iden t i a l  

u se s  a r e  permi t ted  on ly  wi th  Board of  Zoning Adjustment 

approva l  t o  i n s u r e  t he  p r o t e c t i o n  r e f e r r e d  t o  above. 

Such u s e s  i nc lude  h o t e l s ,  c o l l e g e s  o r  u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  o f f i c e s ,  

p u b l i c  u t i l i t y  u ses ,  antenna towers and park ing  f a c i l i t i e s .  

The Commission b e l i e v e s  t h a t  a l l  of  t he se  u s e s ,  i f  no t  p rope r ly  
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controlled, could have potential adverse impact 

on the SP Districts and adjoining residential 

areas. The Commission notes that the SP District 

since its adoption has had as an essential component 

the requirement that many non-residential uses be 

approved by the Board of Zoning Adjustment. That 

review has been extended to a few additional uses, 

including hotels and colleges or university, because 

of the Commission's perception that such uses could 

potentially affect residentia1,uses needing protect- 

tion, because such uses could occupy large areas 

which should he devoted to residential use, and 

because such uses tend to generate large amounts 

of traffic. 

2. Eeight. The height of the SP-1 District is set at 

65 feet and the height of SP-2 District is set at 90 

feet. The latter is a continuation of the limit 

established in 1958. The former was set to allow 

for six story huildinqs, and was desiqned to accom- 

plish the intermediate level needed. to step down 

from higher height commercial areas to lower height 

residential areas. 

3. Floor Area Ratio. The FAR for the SP-1 District is 

set at a maximum of 4.0, with non-resiaential uses 

limited to 2.5 FA?. The SP-2 ristrict has a maximum 

FAR of 6.0, with non-residential uses limited to 3.5 

FAR. The Commission 



believes that in order to encouraqe residential uses, 

due to the economics of development there must be a 

higher density assigned to residdntial uses than is 

allowe3 for commercial uses. The Commission also 

helieves that the maximum amount of development con- 

sistent with the permitted heights should be allowed. 

The 6.0 FAR was retained for the SP-2 and the 4.0 

FAR maximum for SP-1 is a realistic limit qiven the 

height, lot occupancy, open space and other bulk 

requirements. The Commission therefore set the non- 

residential FPF at the lower levels of 2.5 and 3.5. 

The Commission notes that these levels were set in 

relation to the guidel.ines proposed for the planned 

unit development process, in which extra floor area 

would be approved beyond that normally permitted. 

In order to keep an incentive to use the PUD process, 

and in order to build in the incentive necessary for 

residential construction, the floor area ratios were 

set at the limits specified. The Commission further 

notes that the PUD process is currently being con- 

sidered for revision as part of the 78-1 Commercial 

revision case. Under the proposals which the Commission 

is now considering, the levels of heiqht and floor 

area ratios specified in Section 7501 would be quide- 

lines, and not ahsolute maximum limits. It would 

therefore be possible, for specific developments 



that warrant such consideration and approval, for 

the Commission to qpprove levels of development 

approaching the same levels formerly permitted in 

SP. The Commission notes that hotels have been 

limited to the PAR assigned to non-residential uses, 

based on extensive testimony in the record concern- 

ing the commercial aspects and impacts of hotels. 

4. Lot Occupancy. The maximum percentage of lot 

occupancy for both the SP-1 and SP-2 Districts is set 

at 80 per cent. This was done to allow for maximum 

residential development consistent with the height 

and density permitted, but also to provide for 

adequate light, air and ventilation around residential 

buildings. 

5. Residential Open Space. There must be residential 

open space equal to ten per cent of the gross floor 

area devoted to residential use for such uses. The 

purpose of such space is to provide usable recreation 

opportunities for residents of areas where there is 

not a great deal of public open space available. 

6. Rear Yards. There is a single rear yard requirement 

for all buildings rather than the split requirement 

for different kinds of buildings. This was designed 

to allow mixed use buildings, to clarify what require- 

ment would apply. The Commission adopted a standard 

of two and one-half inches per foot of height, but 

not less than twelve feet. The Commission adopted 



a provision to allow the EZA to waive the normally 

required yards in specific structures. This is 

to allow more flexibilitv in building design should 

a site require it. 

7. Side Yards. Side yards are not required in an SP 

District. For those yards which are provided, the 

Commission set a minimum standard of two inches per 

foot of heiqht, not less than eight feet. Eight feet 

is the minimum yard requirement applied to all 

residential districts. Since the side yard require- 

ment have been consolieated to encourage mixed use 

buildings, the Commission set that requirement at the 

residential level. 

8. Courts. One consolidated requirement for width of 

courts was adopted. A court, if provided, must have 

a minimm. width of six inches per foot of height, not 

less than thirty feet at any elevation in the court. 

The Commission reviewed a thorough report from the 

Municipal Planning Office on the subject of courts, 

and was determined to prevent courts from being little 

more than open air shafts. The standard established 

is reasonable to allow for light and air circulation, 

and does not adversely effect a developer's opportunity 

to achieve the maximum density. 

9. Exceptions for Existing Vses and Structures. The 

Commission believes that existing buildings and uses 



which are presently in SP Districts which met the 

requirements of that District, should not be excessively 

penalized if they do not meet the requirements of the 

SP-1 or SP-2 Districts as they are revised. The 

Commission therefore included regulations to pernit 

all conforming buildings in SP to continue to be con- 

sidered as conforming. The regulations apply such 

status to all existing buildings and uses, and include 

within such category all buildings for which building 

permit applications were received six months before 

the change occured. This was done in language identical 

to that of Article 54, which created such regulations 

for commercial districts several years ago. 

10. Parking. The regulations regarding parking were changed 

to sharply cut back on surface parking lots, and also 

to severely curtail commuter parking. New surface 

parking lots are not permitted unless they are accessory 

to uses permitted in the SP District. Accessory 

parking garages continue to be permitted. Parking 

garages as principal uses can be provided if approved 

by the Board of Zoning Adjustment, only if they do not 

serve all-day commuter parking. All these changes 

were designed to respond to the City's Goals and Policies, 

particularly as to air quality, transportation and 

land use. 

11. Designation of SP-2. All of those areas which were 



previously mapped SP have been d-esignated SP-2, 

since the SP designation would no longer exist. The 

SP-2 is the successor to the former SP, since it is 

the higher height and density district and in fact 

continues the 90 foot height and 6.0 maximum floor 

area ratio formerly permitted. The Commission finds 

no basis in the record to change the designation of 

property formerly zoned SP to anything other than SP-1 

or SP-2. The SP-2 District is the less restrictive, 

in terms of height and density, of the two SP Districts. 

The Commission believes that it is not appropriate 

at this time to designate any of the areas formerly 

zoned SP with the more restrictive SP-1 designation, 

but that the Commission will consider applying the 

SP-1 District in cases which specifically address 

particular areas. 

NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION mVIEW 

The proposed text amendment was referred to the National Capital 

Planning Commission for the review require2 by Section 492(b)(2) 

of the District of Columbia Self Government and Governmental 

Reorganization Act. The Planning Commission con~idered the 

proposed amendment at a special meeting held on September 21, 

1978.  At that time and by letter dated September 12, 197R, the 

Planning Commission reported to the Zoning Commission "that 

the proposed amendment, to the extent that it would revove 

as a matter of right the conversion of existing buildings for 

chancery uses in the SP District (1) is inconsistent with the 



Foreign Mlssions and International Agencies element of the 

Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital and (2) will 

have an alverse impact on the interests and functions of the 

Federal Establishment in the National Capital." 

The Planning Commission made no other comment concerning the 

rest of the proposed action. 

As to the chancery questions, the Zoning Commission gave great 

attention to that issue in consideration of the Foreign 

Missions map and text cases. In its statement of reasons in 

that case, the Zoning Commission said: 

The Zoning Commission is required to give careful conside- 

ration to the views of the NCPC. In this matter, the 

Zoning Commission has developed an extensive record, 

including testimony from many interested persons repre- 

senting diverse points of view. The Zoning Commission 

must always be mindful of all of the various perspectives 

presented. 

The most serious problem presented by the NCPC recommenda- 

tions is the request that chancery use be permitted as a 

matter-of-right in those areas in or immediately adjacent 

to primarily residential areas. The Zoning Commission 

received extensive testimony before it, especially from 

numerous Advisory Neighborhood Commissions that neighbor- 

hoods which contain residential uses must be protected, 

and that the proposed review procedure was essential 

to assure that protection. The NCPC plan acknowledges 

this requirement as specified. in Section 313.311 of the 



objectives : 

Retain existing locations and select new locations 

for Foreign Missions and International Agencies 

in areas of compatible land uses with environmental 

amenities appropriate for the function, with special 

care given to protecting residential areas. (EMPHASIS 

ADDED) 

The Zoning Commission is strongly committed to the pro- 

tection of neighborhoods which include residential uses 

in the District, and the Zoning Commission believes that 

this protection cannot be insured unless the Board of 

Zoning Adjustment has the power to review and approve 

the location and characteristics of chanceries within 

or immediately adjacent to such neighborhoods. For this 

reason the Zoning Commission finds that consistency 

with the objectives of Section 313.311 and the obligation 

to maintain the stability of neighborhoods which include 

residential uses require the full compatibility review 

adopted in this order. 

Those reasons apply equally well to the National Capital Planning 

Commission recommendations in this case. 

CONCLUSION 

The Zoning Commission believes that the SP District must be 

afforded many of the same protections which now apply to 

residential distriuts, with additional provisions to allow 

for the transitional nature of the District. The Zoning 



Commission b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  burden o f  tes t imony and t h e  

weight  of t h e  evidence i n  t h e  record  b e f o r e  it suppor t  t h e  

r e g u l a t i o n s  which it has  adopted. The Commission b e l i e v e s  

t h a t  t h e  amendments adopted by Order No. 235 a r e  i n  t h e  

best i n t e r e s t s  o f  t h e  D i s t r i c t  o f  Columbia a s  a whole and 

a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  i n t e n t  and purposes  o f  t h e  Zoninq 

Regulat ions  and t h e  Zoning Act. For t h e  reasons  s t a t e d  h e r e i n ,  

t h e  Zoning Commission t h e r e f o r e  adopted Order No. 235. 

" 
WALTER B. LEWIS 
Chairman 

STEVEN E. SHER 
Executive D i r e c t o r  



Excerpts from Bill 2-237 

"District of Columbia Comprehensive 

Goals and Policies Act of 1978" 

(Including Commentaries) 
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SEC. 31, IT IS THE GOAL OF ME DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TO ATTAIN AND ~ I N T A I N  

AIR  QWLITY LMLS SUPPORTING A SAFE, HEALTHY AND SATISFYING WIRCNMENT I N  

AU. PARTS OF M E  CITY, 



Distr ic t  of Columbia Register 2 5 NOV BTI 

(A) TO PRCmXE EFFICIEM ANO INCREASED USE OF PUBLIC TRANSIT AND REWCELl 

M W B I L E  EMISSIONS AM) USE MFOXOIJT ME C I N ,  

(B) TO PRWTE LAND USES THAT REDUCE ME NEED FOR VEHICULAR TRIPS.  



... . .  - . -. .. . . .  . - 
F u t u r e  development e f f o r t s  should be encouraged.  t o  provide  b e t t e r  and . . ...... . . .  . . ~. 

a o r e  p r o t e c t e d  a c c e s s  to p u b l i c  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  bikeways and p s d 2 s t r i a n  

ways. F a c i l i t i e s  f o r  . p e d e s t r i a n s  and b i c y c l e s  i n  both p u b l i c  and p r i -  ..; . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  
. , .-. . __.,_ _ .  . . " .  . . .  . .  ,. .~ . . . - ~. . . . . . . . . . .  .- '.-..'.'.I.:".. .* : . ..~. : 
v a t e d e v e l ~ ~ m e n t s a r e  needed. . The mixing ~f l a n d  Lsei hhi& enncakrdgk :.:; 

. . .. - ...................~~. . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . ~ 

. I  . . . .  . . .  . . . . -  . ,  . - 
v a l k i n g  t o  : i o r k , s h o p ? i n q ,  r e c r e a t i o n  2nd o t k r  f a c i l i t i e s ,  and a Ggher '. 

. . 

u s e  of  p . ~ b l i c  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  i s , d e s i r a b l e .  Inproved urban dzsian. c a n  . . .  . . . . .  . . 
. . , . . '' contribute t o  develo?nent  of such u s e s  and t h e  v i s u a l  c l a r f t y . b r '  &iF 

. . . . 

(C) TO P R O V I D E  THROUGH RFGUI  AT ION.  AND FNFORCEMFNT 

CON T RO L 0 F E M I S S I O N S  FROM S T A T I O N A R Y  SOURCFS W I T H I N  T H E  

DISTRICT OF COI UMBIA AND TO PROMOTF CONTROL IN SURROUNDING 

J U R I S D I C T I O N $ .  



., ~ i s t t i c t  of Columbia Register 
2 5 NOV rmt 

(c) TO PRCMJTE M E  CCMINUED IDENTIFICATICNj PRESERVATION AND USE OF 

CULTURALLY SIGNIFICANT PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC DISTRICTS, SITES, BUIU)INGSJ 

SlRucrURES, AM) OBJECTS, 
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District of Colmbte Register e 5 nov 8 7 7  

SEC, €01. IT IS THE GOALOF THE DISTRICT OF COLWBIA TO WE GCXX) MIUSING 

AT AN AFFORDABLE COST FOR ALL D:STRICT RESIDENTS IN CM-WITIES THAT 

ACCESS TO SERVICES, FACILITIES, AND O P ~ I T I E S  TO PEAEET THE RESIDENTS' NEEDS. 
................................ . .  . . .  .*" . . . .  ..--,.-- ",-i'"" "-T;C.-:' . ~. .,.. . . ;...I. ( 2 :  . . : .  . 

The housing goal i s  a broad vision of h a t  the'city shauid . alm:to.,,;~:'?.-:;. . - '1 ........ : . . . .  . . ,~-..~, .:. :->; 
: achieve through its housing p ~ l i c i e s  cnd prograrrs. It li%e&e..:.:::..-> . 

.... . ,, . . , . < :,..-:2 
. . .  1 '&. . *.,. '5::: 

..> - ! 

! ro provide an overall thrust or dirccrfon for the city's . h o u ~ i : n $ ~ < i $ ~ ~ ~  . . 
. , , .......: . . .  :; . . ,~ .... .'. - .. 

. . . . e i fo r t s ,  ne p a l  addresses.botn the need f o r  houslnj and t ~ ~ f & : ' - . : : : , -  k:: $ 

. . 
! . . .  : . , :::* '. ...a ?-  .:'. 

. . .  '.. , .  por-tance 3f :hat Fusing beinj located i n  neighborhoods ehich juve:;:. , .,.;; 
. . .- ., . . .  . .  , .  . ~ .  . 

'adequate public serdces ,  schools, shoppins f z c i l i  t i e s ,  and 3:htr . ., ~ : ;. : .. ..-r . .  
. . ~. . .... .,I . . : . . basic necessities of urban living. Gocd housing mans h o ~ s i n j  whtdi;' . . . .  .. . . .  < .:. 

i s  structurally sound. safe, sanitary, cmcrowCed and i s  suitable 'k . ,. -- . : 
. . . .  . . .  . . 

. . .  th; household which occupies i t .  An,affordable ccst noans a cast.. . . .  
. . .  

which a b&sehold can pay and s t i i l  have sufficient iirnds available . . . . .  for  ' 
. . .  

, . 
'' 

adequate f w d ,  clbthing, and other nzcessities. The Departmnt o f  -':, 
. . . . . .  . . . . .  , . 

. . ' ~ o u s i n g  and,Comrunity ... Developmnt has the primary concern w!th"&i's . . .  ':' 
i , .  .... . , . . . .  . . .  -.;. 5;:; ,: .,: , . . . . . . . .  : :L,.C-.. ... _ . - I i 4 i:, 

. :,: . : ,  . . .  . . . . -  .' 
. . . . . . . .  . g ~ c l ' c t k . ~ ~  . ~. . . .  . . '.>. . . 

. . . . . . . . .  . -  . b>...-:&--.-L---- 2-.. 

EE: 

( A )  T O  PROMOTE AN ADEQUATE S'JPPLY OF GOOD HOUSING T H S O U G H O V T  

IN A PROPORTION THAT REFLECTS THE TYPES AND PRICES NEEDED BY ALL SEGMENTS 

OF THE CITY'S POPULATION. 
. . . . . . . . . . .  - --- . . .  - . . . .  . . . -  - .-.... . ?  .....-.. 

. . .  
The housins needs i n  the District are n;? res:ricted t o  any snr ~ . .. . 



, . , . . - - - - ...~ . .. .- . . . ... 

yopuiation. In addition t c  t h e  c r i t i c a l  need for inore s t a d i r d  

un i t s  av i i l ab le  t o  low and moderate incorehousehoias, there i s  

also a growing tienznd f o r  upper ir~coira housing. The ava i l ab i l i t y  

of newly constructed u!:its 7er upper i n c a ~ e  households my tend t o  

make more units  avai lable f o r  oL.?er inco~fr 9:oups because of the  

f i l te r 'ng  process. A t  the same time the mericun number of 

new u n f t s  which the City can obtain shculd be pec i f ic i i ' iy  targeted . 
, . 

f o r  low i ncme  resider%.. Other groups,  f o r  which housing should 

be s p e c i f i c a l l y  earmarked, i nc lude  t h e  e l d e r l y  and t h e  handi- 
- 

- .  .: - .  
cappe*. Further, neasu resa re  needed t c  preserve 

the  exist i f ig housing supply. Prcgramz a r e  needed wt,!ch resul t  i n  the 

upgrading of vacant and  substanderd units  which w u l d  ha availabls  f o r  

e rangc o; income groups. Coupled w i t h  the need f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  perma- 

n e n t  housing i s  t h e  need f o r  more f a c i l i t i e s  which provide  emer- 

gency s h e l t e r  f o r  t hose  who a r e  temporary homeless. 



~--- .................. . . . . .  . . . . .  .-. .: 
. - .  R e  u l a t i o n s  

h n i m l m , .  i n  !raw c i t y  neighborhcods. The c i t y ' s  Housing u 
. .  - ., . . , .. 

.... .. ,- . . . . . . .  ,. - 
; presep6ng e x i s t i n g  structurps. These regulations be con- 

- .  . , . ... . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  

t inuous ly  reviewed. and updated from t i m e  to t i m e  a s  
/ '; : 

needed: ;OX; cases &em a&'&,dlords, , .~  . . 
. . .. : . ,. " 

. . . .  ...... . , I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~~ .* : 'n&dt: f inanclal  a;sistandi'ir', . . . . .  ord& t o  properly m a i n t a i n  un l  
! . . . .  \ .  . . . . .  . . . .  . . , : . .  :, . . :.. : . . . . ., 

. . .  Z' ,.. 

c i ty  should "consid& expansion o+ programs which prov ide  1 
. . .  . . 

: .  ' 

i n t e ~ s t  loans f o r  h&e improvements and outr ight.grants f o  
. . 

'; low-income households'.' kct lons which tend-to decrease the  

sudply, should be st rongly discouraged. The issuance o f  demo . . . . . . 

permits f o r ' s t r u c t u r a l l y  sound r e s i d m t l a l  bui ld ings sho 
. . . . . .  . . .  . . 

. . . .  
on ly  cn assurances t h a t  speci f ied h i s t o r i c  preservation, f in&ial ' . '  . - . . 

,, 
. . .... : and a l t e rna t i ve  use c r i t e r i a  have been considered and ,reti ,. . . . .. . . . .  . . - .- - -. A . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . .  

(C )  TO PROVIDE A PRIORITY USE OF PRLIC FUFQS FOR W S I N G  TO INCREASE HCUSINC; FOR 

LW- INCW AM)  MCDEMTE-I NCWE HOUSEHOLES W2WCHCCTT THE DI STR!CT, 
-- - . . - .- -. - . . . ; _  ........ _ _ _  

.... :: . \ . - : Uhf le  the demand f o r  upper 'income housing can usual ly  be met b y - ?  .... 
.. < . . .  

the p r i va te  sector, the high cost o f  housing makes p r i va te l y  con-: . . , . . . .  ... . . . . 
. . 

s t ructured new o r  rehab i l i t a ted  housing prohib i t iveTy sxpensive ;. . . . . .  
f o r  lower fncome groups. The pub l lc  sector must t r y  t:, f i l l ,  t h i s  ..... 

gap through d i r e c t  ac t ion  and t k  use o f  housing subsidy programs 
! 

. ,  
t o  the' extent  they are avai lable. The need i s  many t i nes  the nilmber . . 

, 
. of u n i t s  beir.3 funded under current  Federal. programs. Ua i t i ng  l i s t s  

f o r  subsidized developnents are lcng and vacancies r a x l y  sccor. 

The c i t y  should work vigorouslj. t o  mi te i t s  housing needs knom t o  

the Federal Government i n  an e f f o r t  t o  increase the l e v e l  c f  Federal 

fundilg. A t  the same time e f f o r t s  shou?d t e  w d e  t o  increase the  



LAND RESOURCES WITHIN LEGAL, ENVIRONMENTAL AM) OMER PUBLIC POLICY CONSTRAINTS 

TO MEET NEIGHBORHOOD, C W I T Y  AND CITY-WIDE NEEDS, AM) HELP FOSTER OTHER CITY 

COALS. 



.... 

D i s t r i c t  of Colusbia Register e s NW 19TI 

SEC, 792. THE POLICIES OF ME DISTRICT OF COLWIA TO ACHIEVE M EFFICIENT 

USE OF LAND RESOURCES SHALL 'BE: 

(A) TO PRoMan ME CCNSERVATICN AND IMPROMMMT OF RESIDENTIAL 

NEIGWRHOODS FOR HOUSING AND OTHER RESIDENTIALLY-RELATED USES. 

. . 

e and, i n  some cases ,  downgrade t h e  . . . 

area. ways' m u s t  be found t o  m i t i g a t e  

f e r  r e s i d e n t i a l  a rees  s o  they r e t a i n  

; o r  regain  t . . i&, and t o  balance developnent and conrerva- 
. . . . 

i 
t i o n  needs. Exis t ing zoning re?ula t ions  gay n 2 ~ d  rev i s ion  t o  a:silre t h e  

d 5 s i r . d  o?ianc?. +?,08 



District of colusbis Register 8 5 NOV 19TI 

(B) TO PRCKTE APPROPRIATE C @ W R C I L  IMNSTRIAL AM] RELATED DMLOPMENT 

TO SERVE THE E C O N ~ I C  NEEDS OF THE CITY AND ITS NEIGHBORHOODS, 

collar employment, in many comnercial and industrial areas. Vacant 

land, vacant buildings and obsolescent facilities are often typical 
. - .- . ' 



(D) TO PROVIDE SUITABLE LOCATIONS FOR CHANCERIES 

AND INTERNATIONAL AGENCIES W i I C H  FACILITATE THEIR 

OPEFATIONS I N  FIARYONY WITH THE PLANNED DEVELOPTENT 

AND NEEDS OF CO?WERCIAL AXD ESIDSNTIAL A X A S .  

I n  i d e n t i f y i n g  l o c a t i o n s  f o r  chance r i e s  which 

a r e  t h e  o f f i c e s  of f o r e i g n  governments a c c r e d i t e d  

t o  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  c e r t a i n  needs and concerns  

must be taken  i n t o  account.  The l o c a t i o n s  must 

be s u i t a b l e  and t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  m u s t  be adequate  

t o  t h e  func t ion .  It i s  important  t h a t  

s p e c i a l  c a r e  be  taken  t o  p r o t e c t  r e s i d e n t i a l  

a r e a s .  

A s  f a r  a s  p o s s i b l e ,  chance r i e s  should be en- 

couraged t o  l o c a t e  i n  commercial and mixed use  

a r e a s ,  r a t h e r  than  i n  r e s i d e n t i a l  a r e a s .  

Those t h a t  d o ' l o c a t e  i n  des igna ted  r e s i d e n t i a l  - 
a r e a s  should be s u b j e c t  t o  a p p r o p r i a t e  r e v i e v s  

t o  avoid adve r se  neiqhborF,ood impacts.  Those 

l o c a t i o n s  should be i n  accord wi th  t h e  zoning t e x t s  . , 
and maps o f  t h e  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia adopted by t h e  

D.C. Zoninq Comnission, and shoulP n o t  be i n c o n s i s t e n t  

w i th  t h e  Foreign l l i s s i o n s  and I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Agencies 

( F e d e r a l )  Element of t h e  Comorehensive P lan  adopted - 
by t h e  Nat iona l  C a p i t a l  Plannino ConTiission. Such 

matters  a s  l andscagino ,  screenLnc, o f f - s t r e e t  carkiaq,  



118-b 

traffic circulation, environmental protection, and 

historic preservation should be examined to assure 
with the neighborhood. 

compacrsrllcy/ ~pproprlately, this is a function of 

the Board of Zoning Adjustment which receives reports 

from the Executive agencies with resgonsibilitv for 

such matters. 

International agencies should Se encouraaed to locate in 

commercial and mixed use areas, preferably commercial 

areas in the central area of the District. 

Embassies as the residences of the Aqbassador as 

distinct from chanceries may locate in any areas 

where residential uses are pe-mitted. Combined 

embassy/chanceries should be regulated as chanceries. 

Close working relationships beh-sen the District's 

zoning authorities and the Department of State are 

essential to assure compliance vith apglicable 

zoning 2nd building codes and to facilitzte the 

enforcement of other relevant local laws. 



L 5 NOV 19n 

TO PROVIDE M E  DEVELOPMENT, APPLICATICN N D  ENFORCEMENT OF ADEQUATE 

LPND USE CQWROLS THAT REINFORCE AND HELP CARRY OUT OTHER LAM) USE 

UTILITIES, AND SERVICES NECESSARY TO SUPWRT THOSE ACTIVITIES, 
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TITLE V I  I - l R N X R T A T I ~ 4  

A, PUBLIC TRANSIT 

B. PRIVATE TRANSPORTATION 

C. PARKING FACILITIES 

A, FREIGHT TERMINALS 

B. SYSTEMS AND SCHEDULES OF GWDS AM) SERVICES DELIVERY 
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- 125 - 

9 5 NOV m 

SEC, 801, IT IS THE GOAL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLLMBIA TO ASSURE ME ~"mm 
OF ALL RESIEEMSJ WRKERSJ A Q  V I S I T P S  M R W - T  M E  CITY TO SUPPORT M E  

EFFE 

. . ~- - . .: 

SEC, 802, THE POLICIES OF ME DISTRICT OF COLWBIA TO A C H I ~  THE EFFECTIVE 

W S P O R T A T I O N  OF PEOPLE S H A U  BE: 

4217 
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-- -. .- . ... . ..-.::.-- . . . .---.-.. .--.- -- 
. . . . . . . ,  -- 

. . . . . .  . . . .  " , :'.. . , ..,. . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  ; 

i. . : be: . . . . . . . . . . . .  co&de&,cf~r$"blfc~;.tramit .d.,*:: =+ >?-:), .;>y. -..?..:;,;-: . . .  t o  or. around . the citi. ; T n g . ~ $ k : 7  . .... z:;';q ........ . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  . . . . .  . .  
.*. x> .,-..a .?.q . : .  > - . * . .  ,, 

. .  will continue a c t b i s  to improve the existing street system without. t:.,: 

., ,. ~ '" 

. . . . .  . . . . . .  4 ,  - - .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~. , . 

I The ~ & o r a i l ~ s ~ s t e m  . . . .  w i 7 1  . ~ i c j n i f i c a n t l ~  . . . . .  af fec t  the v i ta l i ty  of the. . :: ' 
. "  . . . . . . . . . . .  _ - , . i  

~. . . . . . . .  .. . .  :, L;" , ..d ?"..'.j.'.<. .-... ., . . ,.. . , 

t " c m u ~ i t y ,  ' i t s  . . . . . . . . .  ...... ,economy,'dnd~the,dist~ibutions a _ I  . .  of population, employ- . . 

. . 

. . .  ..... 


